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General Response – Many of the comments imply that the level of
detail in the air quality analysis is insufficient to draw conclusions.
Support for this position is attributed to various air quality regulatory
requirements, both local and federal.  The Draft EIS was prepared in
compliance with NEPA to be used in BLM’s decision to grant Right of
Way applications under FLPMA and MLA.  While the DEIS examines
the environmental consequences of the IEC Project with regards to air
quality, the agency with jurisdiction on air quality issues is the Clark
County Department of Air Quality Management (DAQM).
Accordingly, the applicant has submitted an Application for an
Authority to Construct Certificate to the DAQM.  The DAQM will
conduct its own thorough analysis of the potential air quality impacts
of the IEC Project and will not issue an Authority to Construct
Certificate unless all regulations are fully complied with.  In addition,
the Certificate will contain appropriate conditions to ensure that all
requirements are met.  While detailed information typically required to
obtain a permit may not be included in the DEIS, sufficient
information from the DAQM application is presented to reasonably
evaluate project impacts.  It is also worth noting that  no comments
were received from Clark County.   
 
M1.1 Emissions estimates and modeling results discussed in the

DEIS were taken from the applicant’s Application for an
Authority to Construct Certificate. Detailed printouts of the
modeling described in the EIS are contained in that document.
The project cannot be constructed until a full analysis of the
application is made by DAQM and an Authority to Construct
Certificate is issued.  
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M1.2 The Primm site air quality analysis relies, in part, on the
modeling done for the Goodsprings site.  This was
supplemented by professional judgment as to the
differences that might be seen at the Primm site.  If the
Primm site is selected, it will be necessary for the
applicant to submit a revised application to DAQM
addressing that site specifically.  Furthermore, the project
must be found to be in compliance with applicable local
and federal air quality regulations, and a permit issued,
before construction can begin.  The permit itself will be
subject to full public review as required by DAQM and
federal regulations.   

 
M1.3 The type of equipment used for the Reliant facility is

stated on page 5-84 as being 501FD turbines, the identical
turbines proposed for the IEC project (p. 5-81).  Start-up
emissions for this turbine have been evaluated in the
Technical Support Document (TSD) prepared by the
DAQM for the referenced Reliant project, as stated on
page 5-84. 

 
M1.4 As stated on page 5-83, an average heat rate of 5,983

Btu/kWh was calculated for the plant using the
Westinghouse Gate-Cycle Model, which was set up for
the Westinghouse 501 FD turbine and site specific
conditions.  Thus, this model was specifically designed to
predict the performance of the proposed turbines at the
proposed site.    Table 5-13 shows a summer heat rate of
6,074 Btu/kWh based on the same analysis.  The assumed
rate of 6,600 Btu/kWh allowed for an approximately 10
percent error, although the Gate Cycle model is quite
accurate.  Thus, there is sufficient conservatism built into
the calculation to ensure that emissions are not
underestimated.  The 6,600 Btu/kWh rate and the
emissions presented in Table 5-14 and 5-15 were used in
the application to DAQM.  It is expected that these
emissions will be reflected in the DAQM permit as the
maximum allowable.   
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M1.5 The commenter is correct that HAPs, including
 formaldehyde and benzene, would be emitted by the
 facility as a result of burning natural gas.  Table 5-15a
 (included as supplemental information to the FEIS
 [refer to Section  4]) shows a full inventory of HAPs
 emissions for the facility, including emission factors
 and sources of those factors.  Fuel use for these
 calculations is the same as was used for criteria
 pollutants.  The total estimated emissions of all HAPs
 are 6.38 tons/yr.   This is less than the limits given in
 DAQM Rule 12.2.18 of 10 tons/yr for a single HAP or
 25 tons/yr for total HAPs.  Thus, the requirements of
 Rule 12.2.8 would not apply for this project.  This
 information is included in the application submitted by
 the applicant to the DAQM.   
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M1.6 Ammonia emissions are based on a slip rate of 10 ppmvd, a

level to which the applicant has committed in its application
to the DAQM.  The stated emissions rate of 25.8 lb/hr per
stack are based on 10 ppmvd and full load operation of the
plant. 

 
M1.7 The document states on page 5-84 that “dust control

activities would be implemented under Section 94 of the Air
Pollution Control Regulations on mitigating impacts of
construction emissions.”  Fugitive dust implications for this
type of project are well known, and conditions in the dust
control permit required by the DAQM are designed to limit
those impacts to acceptable levels.  Professional judgement,
supported by the requirement for a dust permit and the fact
that equipment exhaust emissions would be temporary and
dispersed, has been used to make the determination that
construction emission impacts will not be significant.   

 
M1.8 The 24-hour and annual PM10 isopleth maps in Figures 5-19

and 5-20, respectively, clearly show the limits of project
impacts above EPA significance levels (defined as 5.0
µg/m3 – 24-hr; and 1.0 µg/m3 - annual) during normal
operations to be contained within a few miles of the plant
site and well within the Ivanpah Valley (i.e., outside of the
Las Vegas Valley and San Bernardino County PM10
nonattainment areas).  Table 5-20 shows that the maximum
CO impacts for normal operations do not exceed the
applicable significance levels at any location, and thus also
do not impact the Las Vegas Valley CO nonattainment area.
As reported in the Las Vegas Review Journal on January 17,
2003, the CO standards have not been exceeded in the Las
Vegas Valley in four years.  The DAQM has requested, and
expects to receive, a redesignation of the Las Vegas Valley
to a status of attainment for the CO standards.  Regarding
impacts from start-up emissions, PM10 and CO were
modeled for the short-term periods that would be applicable
to start-up.  Those results are shown in Table 5-20 based on  
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 Cold-start emissions in Table 5-19.  Although start-up

impacts for both pollutants exceeded the significance
levels, these levels were not exceeded in the Las Vegas
Valley or in San Bernardino County.  NO2 impacts during
start-up were not modeled because the NO2 standard is an
annual average standard.  The relatively small impact of
higher start-up emissions on an annual basis would be
offset by the lack of emissions during extended off-line
periods that must occur prior to start-up.  It should be noted
that impacts on nonattainment areas will be evaluated by
the DAQM in the application review process.   

 
M1.9 The gas turbines used for this project are expected to run

only at full load.  The plant would sometimes run at half
load by running only one gas turbine.  In that case, impacts
would be approximately half of those predicted in the
DEIS because the turbines will exhaust to separate stacks
about 200 ft. apart.  The maximum predicted impacts are
the result of adding impacts from both stacks, each of
which contribute essentially one-half to the total.  

 
M1.10 This general comment serves as an introduction to the

specific comments that follow.  Responses to those
comments are given below. 
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M1.11 The method of using ISCST3 with screening meteorological
data has been routinely accepted by EPA and other air
regulatory agencies.  It is clearly a more conservative
approach than using a one or five-year period of actual
meteorological data.  As mentioned previously, Clark County
did not comment on the modeling approach used.   

 
 In any event, a full year set of modeling quality

meteorological data in the Ivanpah Valley has recently
become available from the Primm Bighorn power plant site.
This data set has undergone full quality assurance and quality
control (QA/QC) procedures and will be used by DAQM to
evaluate the combined effects of the IEC plant with the
Bighorn plant, other point sources in the Ivanpah Valley,
Interstate 15, and the proposed Ivanpah Valley Airport.  The
results will be used by DAQM in making permitting decisions
regarding the IEC plant. 

 
M1.12 Upon review, the commenter is correct in pointing out that the

screening meteorological conditions used in the modeling
analysis do not exactly match the SCREEN3 array of
conditions.  The array of conditions used was taken from
PTPLU, another EPA screening model.  The range of
conditions used is similar to those used in the SCREEN3
model.  In all cases, maximum project impacts were due to
very stable, low wind speed conditions, specifically stability
class F and a wind speed of 1.0 meter/sec.  This condition, as
well as all other stable, low wind speed conditions were
included in the data set that was used.  The F/1.0 condition
was dominant because of the elevated terrain near the plant.
Maximum impacts in elevated terrain favor F/1.0 conditions
because those conditions result in the minimum possible
plume dispersion prior to interaction of the plume with
terrain.   There is no indication that higher impacts would
result from the additional meteorological conditions listed in
the comment. 
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 As mentioned in Response 11 above, the project will be
 remodeled by DAQM with actual meteorological data.
 DAQM will rely on those results in its permit review.
 Since the DAQM cannot issue a permit that would
 jeopardize air quality standards or PSD increments, the
 project will not be allowed to have a significant impact
 under the DEIS definition. 
 
M1.13 The use of an annual average temperature is reasonable
 and generally accepted by EPA and other regulatory
 agencies for screening analyses.  In reviewing stack
 parameters used in modeling, it was discovered that the
 actual volume flow rate, an important component of the
 plume rise equation, had been underestimated by 17
 percent.  Plume rise was calculated for all SCREEN3
 meteorological conditions to compare the results from
 stack parameters (1) as modeled, and (2) with the correct
 exit velocity and an ambient temperature of 100°F.  The
 resulting plume heights were within 3 percent for all
 meteorological conditions, and within 0.3 percent for the
 F/1.0 condition responsible for worst-case impacts.  Thus,
 use of a higher temperature, with the correct exit velocity,
 would have minimal effect on results presented in the
 DEIS. Use of a temperature lower than 68°F would result
 in a higher plume rise for either exit velocity because
 plume rise is enhanced by greater differences between
 ambient and stack gas temperatures.  
 
M1.14 Although the Federal Land Managers may consider

projects more than 100 km from a Class I area, they are
not required to do so and they have declined to make such
a request for this project.  The National Park Service in
Boulder, Colorado was made aware of the project in
August 2001 and was specifically asked whether they had
an interest in the project.  The NPS declined to make any
request for involvement.  The NPS is the responsible
Federal Land Manager for all three of the Class I areas
mentioned in the comment. 
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M1.15 The modeling analysis in the DEIS was done in

consultation with the DAQM, who has the
responsibility to ensure that the project is in
compliance with all air quality rules and regulations. 

 

M1.16 As a worst case, one could add the difference between
PM10 impacts during baseload and start-up conditions
(1.5 µg/m3) to the “All Sources” impacts shown in
Table 5-21.  This would not change any conclusions of
the DEIS. Therefore, additional modeling is
unnecessary. 

M1.17 A search of the EPA emissions database revealed only
two significant sources within 50 km of the CO
significant impact area.  These included the Mirage
Hotel at 43 km and the Clark power facility at 47 km.
Annual emissions were reported as 28 tons for the
Mirage and 89 tons for the Clark facility.  A
SCREEN3 calculation was made for the Clark facility
using a stack height of 50 feet with no plume rise.  The
calculated maximum 1-hr impact at 43 km was 1.5
µg/m3.  Thus, neither of these sources would
contribute significantly (i.e. >2000 µg/m3) in the IEC
significant impact area. 
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M1.18 The statement on page 5-89 was based on comparing
impacts from all sources to those from the airport alone.
Airport impacts were calculated in a separate ISCST3
model run in which only airport emissions were
included.  From a comparison of this run to the PSD
increment run, it was determined that airport emissions
contributed more than 99 percent of the total PSD
increment NO2 concentration of 31.6 µg/m3.  It should
be further noted that the airport is not a legitimate PSD
source at this time because a complete application has
not been filed with the DAQM for that facility.
However, it was included due to Clark County concerns
that emissions from the IEC project could potentially
jeopardize future airport approvals. 

The grid analyzed was designed to include not all areas
that might exceed the PSD increment, but only those
areas within the significant impact area for the project.
The significant NO2 impact area for the project can be
determined from Figure 5-18.  It is the rectangle formed
by the maximum extent of impacts above the
significance level of 1.0 µg/m3 to the north, east, south
and west.  This definition of the significant impact area
follows DAQM guidance (Draft Guideline on Air
Dispersion Modeling - January 1996) (final never
issued).  Figure 5-21 shows the impact of all PSD
sources on a concentration isopleth map.  This includes
the Ivanpah Valley Airport (stationary, mobile, &
aircraft), at the request of Clark County, even though
the airport is not actually a PSD source since it is in the
early planning stages.  No application has been deemed
complete and no permits have been issued.  Figure 5-21
shows the PSD increment exceedance area (above 25
µg/m3) to be in the extreme southeast corner of the grid
(isopleth intervals are 5 µg/m3).  Figure 5-18 shows that
project impacts in that area are well below   
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the significance level of 1.0 µg/m3.  In fact, Table 
5-21 indicates that the calculated project 
contribution to the maximum PSD impact is 0.1 
µg/m3, one-tenth of the significance level.  By EPA 
and County standards, this means that the project is 
not a significant contributor to this calculated PSD 
increment exceedance.  It is clear from Figure 5-21 
that the PSD increment exceedance area would 
extend beyond the project significant impact area to 
the southeast (towards the airport sources). 
However, given the extremely small impact of the 
project in that area, it is beyond the scope of the 
EIS to review impacts of the airport to the east of 
the area modeled.  These isopleth maps are 
sufficient to show that the project will not cause or 
contribute to a PSD increment violation, even if the 
proposed airport is considered to be a PSD source. 

M1.19 Start-up conditions for affected pollutants having 
 short-term air quality standards were modeled for 
 the project only case.  The results are shown in 
 Table 5-20 of the DEIS, although the text failed to 
 reference them.  CO maximum impacts for the 1-
 hr and 8-hr averaging periods were 2417 µg/m3

 and 869 µg/m3, somewhat higher than their 
 respective significance levels of 2000 µg/m3 and 
 500 µg/m3.  However, they are far below their 
 respective air quality standards of 40,000 µg/m3

 and 10,000 µg/m3.  Maximum calculated project
 impacts exceed significance levels in a small area 
 to the west of the plant site.  This area includes 
 about 0.04 sq. mi. for the maximum 1-hr impact 
 and 0.3 sq. mi. for the 8-hr impact, both due west 
 of the plant site.  There are few sources of CO in 
 the Ivanpah Valley, the largest probably being 
 vehicular emissions on I-15.  The Ivanpah Valley 
 is an attainment area for CO and is clearly much 
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 the Las Vegas Valley.  Furthermore, the Las Vegas
Valley has not experienced a violation of a CO
standard in four years (see response to No. 8).  Based
on this information and professional judgement, it
was concluded that the small contribution of the
proposed project to CO concentrations in the Ivanpah
Valley would not threaten exceedances of CO air
quality standards. 

 Start-up impacts for PM10 were only slightly above
those for normal operations (18.3 µg/m3 vs. 16.8
µg/m3).  Total PM10 impacts were not predicted to
come anywhere near air quality standards, and this
small difference would not change that conclusion. 

 Annual emissions for normal operations of the plant
were calculated based on 100 percent load for all
hours of the year.  Any start-up emissions would have
to be preceded by a number of hours of down time
during which there would be no emissions.  It was
presumed that the downtime lack of emissions would
make up for the additional start-up emissions.  In any
event, maximum annual impacts were sufficiently
low so as to eliminate concerns that annual standards
could be exceeded due to occasional start-up
emissions.  Furthermore, this is an issue that the
DAQM will have to resolve before granting a permit.  

As stated previously, additional modeling will be
conducted by the DAQM based on updated
meteorological data to ensure that the project will not
endanger the attainment status of the Ivanpah Valley,
including when the Ivanpah Valley Airport is
considered.   

M1.20 There are currently no onsite monitoring data at the
site.  Monitoring requirements will be determined by
the DAQM in its review of the air application.  


